3GPP OP Ad-hoc on potential improvements

Process and Procedure Issues
1
Background
The Organisational Partners and TSG Leader group independently considered the 3GPP process and procedure items which they felt could be investigated further for possible improvements. The issue lists were provided in the following documents shown in the table below.

Table 1: Issue lists provided by Ops and TSG Leaders
	OPi2_E3i080012
	TSG Leaders Issues List
	TSG Leaders

	OPi2_E3i080014
	ARIB/TTC Issues List
	ARIB/TTC

	OPi2_E3i080015
	TTA Issues List
	TTA

	OPi2_E3i080016
	CCSA Issues List
	CCSA

	OPi2_E3i080017
	OP Ad Hoc Improvement Work Schedule
	Convenor

	OPi2_E3i080018
	Revised ETSI Issues List
	ETIS


(Note: ATIS had not contributed a written document since there are no major concerns raised by    their members who, in general, felt that 3GPP is working very well.)
The study of potential 3GPP Process and Procedure improvements in the OP improvement Adhoc was split into two groups; group 1 and group 2. The first group was considered to have the highest impact and would be evaluated first. The second group was studied later, if time allowed.
Group 1 of the process and procedure issue items contains:

(1)  
Release Planning

(2)  
Project Management

(3)  
Work Items 
(4)  
Smart Card Working Process

Group 2 contains:

(5)
Arrangement of meetings
(6)
Deliverables
(7)
LS correspondence within 3GPP
(8)
PCG permission to liaise
(9)
TDoc registration and submission
(10)
TDoc handling
(11)
Agenda time allocation
(12)
TSG schedule
(13)
Chairmen election
(14)
Chairman’s neutrality
(15)
Vice chairmens’ role
(16)
Voting questions
(17)
Intra-company coordination
(18)
Social event
In addition, it was agreed that solutions for the items identified by the OP improvement Adhoc would be categorised as follows:
[Category A] Normative provision contained in the Working Procedure

[Category B] Soft guidance contained in the 3GPP wiki
[Category C] Principle only. Detailed solution tasked to TSG
[Category D] Principle. Detailed solution to be further studied 
[Category E] No change

[Category F] Unsolved
2 Group 1 items
This group of items were investigated first with higher priority. The potential issues identified by the 3GPP Organisational Partners for investigation were as follows:

.2.1 Release Planning [RELP]
Problem Statement
3GPP Releases are unpredictable. Although, TR21.900 says that feature development should be based around approximately annual Releases, 3GPP Release History in Table-2 and 3GPP Release & Stage history in Fig-1 show that the release interval varies 12 months to 33 months (See intervals between star (*) marks in Fig-1). Timely feature release of every 12-18 months is beneficial to 3GPP as a leading industry standard body to meet with rapidly changing user demands.  
Table 2: 3GPP Release History

	Release

version
	Functional

Freeze date (*1)
	Freeze Date of 21.101 (*2)   - note1

Gant Period

	R99
	March 2000
	2000-03 @SP07(v3.0.0)

              ~ 1999/12

	Rel 4
	March 2001
	2003-06 @SP20(v4.9.0)

1999/12 ~ 2002/12

	Rel 5
	Mar – June 2002
	2003-06 @SP20(v5.4.0)

2000/01 ~ 2003/10

	Rel 6
	Dec ’04 – Mar ‘05
	2005-01 @SP26(v6.0.0)

2000/01 ~ 2005/12

	Rel 7
	Dec ’07 (Stage 3)
	2007-10 @SP37(v7.0.0)

2003/03 ~ 2008/03

	Rel 8
	Dec ’08 (Stage 3)
	2008-12 @SP42 (Expected) 

2004/06 ~ 2009/03

	Short Rel9
	Dec ’09 (Stage 3)
	2009-12 @SP46 ? (Forecasted)


Source) *1:http://www.3gpp.org/specs/releases.htm


       *2:http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/html-info/21101.htm
Note 1: After "freezing", a Release can have no further additional functions added.  However, detailed protocol specifications (stage 3) may not yet be complete.  A “frozen” Technical Specification is one which can have no further category B or C (new or modified functionality) Change Requests; thus all TSs pertaining to a Release may not necessarily be frozen at the time the Release itself is functionally frozen. 
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Figure1:  3GPP Release and Stage History
Discussion Summary: 
Early implementation in TR21.900 was suggested to provide a feature with a shorter time period. However, the early Implementation, which has not been actually used in 3GPP history, was identified as a scheme to provide some selected features before ordinal release schedule, and is not appropriate to make the total set of release periodically aiming in every 12 to 18 month based on the market needs. 
  
    Top down planning of release does not always work in 3GPP as a contribution driven society and bottom up approach was agreed as appropriate one. 
Through discussion, a consensus was made that a soft goal of a release every 12-18 months would be acceptable, but contents should be determined in bottom up fashion. The OP Adhoc also agreed that setting a target date for completion of release N+1 (and also the stage 1 freeze target for release N+1) as the time of release stage 2 freezing would be reasonable with also considering that work on some large features such as LTE, LTE-advanced, and SAE may span more than 1 release.
Conclusion:  [Nakamura]
The OP adhoc recommends; 
· A release every 12-18 months as a soft guidance [Category B], 

and
· The normative text change to the release planning in TR 21.900 (v8.2.0) with the following text [Category A] .

===================== Change Request Start =====================
4.10.3.4  Introduction of features into Releases

Development of the 3GPP system specifications shall be controlled by means of a work plan covering the inclusion of new features (functionality). Target dates for completion of Work Items (see clause 6) shall be estimated by the responsible Groups. Milestones may be defined to monitor the progress of Work Items. Based on the estimated completion of the desired features, a target date for freezing of the specifications pertaining to the next Release can – and shall – be calculated. Feature development should be based around approximately annual Releases.

Thus the work plan shall indicate (a) the estimated freeze date of forthcoming Releases and (b) the functional content of each such Release. The work plan shall show all projected work, regardless of Release; this will ease long term planning and the packaging of features into Releases. Completed Work Items shall be removed from the plan once the Release of which they form a part has been frozen.

3GPP technical coordination should set target dates for the freezing of each individual stage (cf. chapter 4.1) on all currently worked-upon releases (I.e. non-frozen), Typically at time of freezing of stage n in Release x the target date of stage n+1 of Release x should be set. And at the timing of Stage2 completion of Release x, TSGs discuss and form consensus the completion date of Stage n (n=1, 3) for Release X+1. However it is also possible that work on features of exceptional importance or complexity may span more than one release (e.g new core network architecture, new radio interface).
===================== Change Request End =====================

2.2 Project Managment
2.2.1 Work Overload and Work Item Prioritization [WOWP]

Problem statement: 
· Work Overload
Although in-advance estimation is difficult in nature, workload estimates in 3GPP are often unrealistic. This is because work item proponents estimate completion time based on good scenario (sunny day estimates) assuming sufficient meeting time to be allocated in timely manner, without taking into account delays due to external dependencies and lack of consensus. The situation leads 3GPP WGs to work overload easily. Besides, there is no mechanism to discover WG overload
· Insufficient Workload Control
No efficient prioritization mechanism exists in 3GPP. In addition, lack of linkage between our work and business drivers makes it hard to prioritize work. Aldo, no WG admission control for work once a WID is agreed. TSG does not have authority to prioritize WI/SIs.
Discussion Summary: [Liu Hong]
The following solution was proposed: 
Under article 42 in the Working Procedures, it is proposed to add the following text,

a) ‘Technical co-ordination of work being undertaken within the same TSG shall be the responsibility of the TSG. The report from a WG to its TSG shall include the following information so that the TSG can determine whether the WG is overloaded
· whether the WG thinks it is overloaded
· how much extra time is consumed (e.g. extra meetings, evening discussion, etc.)
· how many WIs extend their deadline
· how many tdocs are postponed due to time limit (excluding the tdoc the group agree to skip), classified by LS, CR, WID, etc.
The TSG may declare a WG overloaded when the WG is not aware of that.’

b) ‘The TSG prioritizes the work within the WG that is found overloaded.’

c) ‘When prioritization is needed, the possibility of deployment shall be considered.’

Consensus reached to but details may not be appropriate procedures and no comments received so far.
Conclusion
It is concluded to add the text ‘Technical co-ordination of work being undertaken within the same TSG shall be the responsibility of the TSG. The report from a WG to its TSG shall include the necessary information so that the TSG can determine whether the WG is overloaded. The TSG may declare a WG overloaded when the WG is not aware of that. The TSG prioritizes the work within the WG that is found overloaded. When prioritization is needed, the possibility of deployment shall be considered.’ to the Working Procedures.
It is proposed to be a [category A] issue.

The detail of how to measure the workload of the WGs is a [category C] issue. TSG is encouraged to include some measurement in the template of the WG report.
.2.2.2  Electronic Approval [ELAP] 
Problem Statement
OMA and other organizations make greater use of electronic approval than 3GPP does.  Can we improve?

Discussion Summary [Stephen]
The following proposal has been circulated on the SA, TSG_Leaders, and OP_Improvements list.  General support has been received and no objections have been received.
Please find below a proposal for how we could use electronic support of en-bloc approval.  This proposal requires some modifications in the way we work and the development of electronic support.  It has the advantage of not requiring a hard document availability cutoff (which would have taken time from the WG schedule)


Currently the week before the TSGs is spent by the MCC preparing CR packs. This is done so that we have a reasonable number of documents to handle in the TSG and also to group related CRs together (mirrors and linked CRs).  We could avoid the creation of these CR packs.


The CR database would be updated with CRs as soon as they are agreed (or shortly thereafter). For e-mail approvals the CR database would also be updated as soon as they are agreed. TSG plenary numbers would be allocated to the individual CRs at this time.


A web interface to the CR database is developed. It allows companies to search the CR database by criteria such as:
- Searching for CRs by WID
- Searching for CRs by WG
- Searching for CRs by WG document
- Searching for CRs by company
- Searching for CRs by release
- Searching for CRs by WG meeting
- Finding related and linked CRs
- Finding mirror CRs


Companies can register objections (saying they want a CR discussed) via the web tool. We might also be able to fix editorial concerns early this way and resubmit.


On the end of the first day of the TSG plenary, a list is automatically generated of all CRs that:
- Have been on the web at least 1 week
- Have no objections raised against them.


This list is then used for en-bloc approval on the 2nd day of the TSG plenary. Only the controversial CRs or CRs that have only been available less than a week are discussed.


I believe this approach has several advantages over our current handling:
- CRs are available earlier as plenary documents so companies have more time to review them
- We avoid the MCC work of having to create CR packs
- By having individual CRs we avoid the messiness of having to update 1 CR in a CR pack
- A web based search should actually make it easier to find the CR you are looking for
- We don't impose a hard 1 week deadline on having all the docs available early
- It will produce a reasonable number of documents going into the plenary
- We can concentrate on the documents that cause problems.


The disadvantage is:
- Different from the way we work now
- Requires we develop IT tools to support it
- TSGs could be "spammed" by a company requesting that all CRs be reviewed.
Conclusion
Electronic support of en-bloc approval at TSG level is proposed and agreed to be incorporated into working procedure. [Category A] ?
2.2.3 Cross TSG Work Coordination [CTWC]
Problem Statement

Features involving multiple TSGs do not get developed efficiently. This is partly due to the different processes in each group and partly due to different work loads and priorities in the working groups. An example of this is the Home Node B which is complete in RAN but barely started in SA.
Discussion Summary [Stephen]
The following proposal has been circulated on the  TSG_Leaders and OP_Improvements list.  A general description of the solution (but not the specific text) has been circulated on SA.  No objections have been received.
In 21.900 make the following change:

Please find below text extracted from 21.900 section 6.0.2 which addresses the current rules for WID creation. The proposed changes to reflect our discussions are underlined and marked in red.

It will often be desirable to first produce a feasibility report, which is to be undertaken in the context of a Study Item.

Study Item:

An initial study, resulting in a Technical Report, which typically performs a feasibility study for additional functionality.  If the results of the study are positive, one or more subsequent Feature-type Work Items may follow.

A feasibility study may include commercial as well as technical considerations.  This analysis will naturally lead to defining the new features which it is wished to add to the existing system.

Feature:

New, or substantially enhanced functionality which represents added value to the existing system.

A feature should be more or less self-contained - that is, each feature can be viewed as an optional extra, which can be added or not as a function of market demand. Network operators and equipment manufacturers can decide using commercial considerations whether or not to implement a feature. The description of a feature need not be technically precise, but should represent a concept which can be understood at a "service" level. It should answer the question: what do I get for my money? A feature should normally embody an improved service to the customer and / or increased revenue generation potential to the supplier.

This being the case, most features would be the responsibility of TSG-SA WG1. The ensemble of the features of a particular release of the system represents the difference between that release and the previous release.

Work on a study item or feature may be carried out by multiple WGs spanning one or more TSGs.  It is permissible to list this work under a TSG-wide or 3GPP-wide work item. Doing so implies that all affected WGs and TSGs are given the opportunity to review and update the TSG-wide or 3GPP-wide WID.  To allow work to progress, TSG-wide or 3GPP-wide WIDs can be approved prior to formal endorsement by all affected groups as long as those groups are subsequently given the chance to review the WID in a timely manner.
No changes are proposed to the 3GPP WPs.

Conclusion

The text change to expand the concept of TSG wide WIDs/SIDs to 3GPP wide WIDs/SIDs is made to the working procedure. [Category A]
.2.3 Work Items
.2.3.1 Work Item Supporting Companies [Stephen]
Problem Statement

Sometimes work items are approved that either die from disinterest or finish specification but are never deployed
Discussion Summary
The proposed solution is as follows.

In 21.900 section 6.1.2, add the following to the 4th bullet: At least four of these Member Organizations must have a delegate registered and present in the working group designated as lead group for this Work Item and all supporting Member Organizations commit to progress the Work Item.
This proposal has received some support and no objections.
Conclusion

The text change to require supporting companies an actual contribution to the proposed WI is made to the working procedure [Category A]
2.3.2  ENVIRO
Problem Statement

- Reduce the environmental impact of 3GPP (e.g, carbon footprint)
- Make sure 3GPP based products are green
Discussion Summary [Tony]
This topic had two themes:

1. Meeting related – reducing travel

2. Standards related – minimising environmental impact of products
It is recommended that we propose principles for agreement and leave the implementation to the MCC and TSG Leaders.

Meeting related

As general guidance we should seek to minimise the amount of travel. Experience indicates that current electronic/teleconference meeting tools do not work well for more than about 5 delegates. As 3GPP meetings are very large it is unlikely that electronic and teleconference methods will work well. 
However, 3GPP should encourage less travel and investigate tools to achieve this. As a policy decision the following is recommended:

“3GPP should provide state of the art tools and encourage and stimulate electronic way of working in the 3GPP specification processes.”

This requires further investigation by the MCC with the support of the TSG Leaders and propose it as a Category D - Principle. Detailed solution to be further studied item.

Standards related
Most of the 3GPP standards are interfaces which are unlikely to have an environmental impact. As a consequence of this, the TSG leaders do not believe there is any value in adding a check box to the Work Item Description asking for example, for an environmental impact assessment.

Nevertheless, 3GPP must be aware of the impact its standards can have on the environment. 

It is proposed, therefore, that this Op Ad-Hoc group makes a policy decision recommendation and we leave it to the MMC and/or TSG Leaders to decide the correct place to state it. For example this could be put in the TSG ToRs, in the 3GPP Scope, or on the website.
As a policy decision the following is proposed:

"3GPP shall introduce a check list for the environmental aspects in the 3GPP specification process"
and suggest it as a Category D - Principle. Detailed solution to be further studied item.

Conclusion:  
Both meeting related issue and standards related issue in ENVIRO are suggested as Category D - Principle. Detailed solution to be further studied item.
.2.4 Smart Card Working Process [SCARD]
Problem Statement
Smart cards are essential part of the 3GPP system. At the moment, work with big impact on 3GPP is mostly done in ETSI SCP. Work on smart cards relevant for 3GPP system is split over many working groups in ETSI SCP and 3GPP. Work done currently is not optimized and unnecessary meetings, travels, contributions etc are made. In addition, smart card discussion in 3GPP (especially CT6) has received too much influence from ETSI SCP decision, which other non-ETSI members in 3GPP cannot take part in.
 

Discussion Summary:  
There were two issues regarding smart cards (i) improved relationship between ETSI SCP and 3GPP (tight coupling, better oversight and tracking) and (ii) move ETSI SCP into 3GPP. This second point deals with the transfer of activities between two bodies and cannot be handled within this ad-hoc.

On the question of tight coupling, better oversight and tracking, the following is proposed:

“To provide better communications between 3GPP and ETSI TC SCP, it is recommended that 3GPP appoints a liaison officer to report ETSI TC SCP related 3GPP activities to ETSI TC SCP and vice versa. It is also recommended that co-located meetings should be organised wherever possible. Moreover, if the 3GPP members do not consider SCP solution as suitable, then 3GPP may develop its own solution after having informed SCP of this decision.”

Conclusion

This is a Category C Principle only. Detailed solution to improve relationship between ETSI SCP and 3GPP (tight coupling, better oversight and tracking) is tasked to TSG
3 Group 2 items

.3.1
Arrangement of meetings
This was discussed under the name of “AdHoc Meeting Schedule and Outputs [AMSO]” only
Problem Statement
Companies suffered by unexpected Adhoc meetings that have full authority.

Discussion Summary [Liu Hong]
Proposed Solution: in F.3 in the Working Procedures, add ‘following the consensus principle’ to the rules talking about deciding an Adhoc meeting and delegating the decision right. It is also proposed to change meeting announcement leading time from 21 days to 6 weeks and this change applies to ordinary meetings also. The text reads "The invitation to a non-electronic 3GPP meetings and the necessary logistical information shall be disseminated at least 6 weeks before the meeting to all on the TSG or WG membership list" in Article 31 in the Working Procedures.

In the discussion, there is no comment on the first part of the solution.
It is concluded to require consensus on deciding whether to have an Adhoc meeting and on delegating the decision right.
This part is a [category A] issue. The phrase ‘following the consensus principle’ will be added to the Working Procedures when talking about deciding an Adhoc meeting and delegating the decision right.
Concerns for asking 6 weeks leading time for all the meetings especially for Adhoc meetings are expressed. However, prediction of adhoc meeting shall not be too difficult to the management team.

It is concluded to require 6 weeks leading time for all the meetings including adhoc meetings and ordinary meetings.
This part is a [category A] issue. The text will read as ‘The invitation to a non-electronic 3GPP meetings and the necessary logistical information shall be disseminated at least 6 weeks before the meeting to all on the TSG or WG membership list.’
Conclusion
The text to require consensus on deciding whether to have an Adhoc meeting and on delegating the decision right to be added to the working procedure [Category A].

[6 weeks leading time as [Cat. A] or [Cat. B] to be confirmed at OP adhoc#5]

.3.2
 Deliverables
Problem Statement
Each stage of work results in a specification or report which requires a lot of document control and time. Where the deliverable is used only by 3GPP is this level of complexity necessary?
(Pro) Good document traceability and control

(Con) Results in high work load and demand on delegate and MCC time.
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion

No conclusion
.3.3 LS correspondence within 3GPP
Problem Statement
· Too many LS’s thrown “over the wall” with nobody to present them

LS exchanges take too long 
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion

No conclusion
.3.4 PCG permission to liaise [PCGPL]
Problem Statement
3GPP TSGs and WGs are not allowed to send liaison statements (LS) directly to the ITU which should remain. However, why is there a restriction on sending LSs to other bodies?  It is frequently the case that outgoing LSs (often replies to incoming LSs) are held up while PCG decides whether or not to allow TSGs/WGs to liaise with that external body.  We cannot recall an instance when PCG has refused liaison permission.
Discussion Summary [Stephen]
The proposal was to remove the requirement in article 14 of the working procedures that TSGs must go to the PCG to request permission the first time they liaise with a new external body.

No objections received, but concerns raised that this does not address how to deal with sensitive LSs that might contain IPR sensitive material (such as copyright)  that the OPs might want to regulate.  This also does not deal with the loosening of the requirement that all LS’s to ITU must be endorsed by the PCG.  Further work is required to define Criteria for PCG liason review [CPLR]  
CPLR

The following proposal has been circulated on the  TSG_Leaders and OP_Improvements list.  A general description of the solution (but not the specific text) has been circulated on SA.  No objections have been received.

The proposal has two parts:

Part 1: LS's to ITU.  I propose to make the following addition to article 51 of the working procedures:

3GPP results should be submitted to the ITU as appropriate.

3GPP will not contribute directly to the ITU. Formal contributions to ITU Study Groups shall be made by Individual Members who are also members of the ITU. 3GPP Technical Specifications and Technical Reports may be taken as the technical content of such contributions.

The PCG shall review all liaisons toward ITU in which 3GPP deliverable are provided for referencing by ITU. 

Representatives of ITU-D, ITU-R and ITU-T are invited to participate in the Project Coordination Group for the efficient coordination and exchange of information.

Part 2: LS's not to ITU.  I propose no changes to the working procedures.  The following text currently found in Annex D seems adequate.  Note that based on the decision on [PCGPL] the phrase "on the TSGs approved list" would be removed.

· A TSG or any subtending Working Group may send individual liaisons to any external organization on that TSGs approved list without further PCG approval, except if the statement is considered "sensitive" by the TSG Chairman, in which case PCG clearance is needed.

· It is not necessary to have all external liaisons copied to the PCG and/or TSG SA. The liaison originating TSG should decide, at its own discretion, who should be copied. External liaisons that may have management implications such as schedules, organization, process, procedures, and policy shall be copied to the PCG, or approved by the PCG if "sensitive". 
Conclusion
· PCG need only review those ITU LS’s which are destined to become part of ITU deliverables.
· Retain the current principle that the TSG chair decides if a LS is “sensitive” enough that the PCG needs to review it.  No explicit criteria required

 ［Cat. A］
.3.5 TDoc registration and submission [DOCREG]
Problem Statement
Different WGs have different procedures for allocating TDocs.  Can cause confusion to new delegates.  The manual process can introduce delays.
Discussion Summary [Tony]
It is generally agreed that there is value in reviewing the temporary document (TDoc) and change request (CR) registration process with a view of harmonising it across all TSGs and working groups. Other bodies have different ways of doing this, such as OMA, and using best practice should have value to 3GPP.

However, it has been recognised that there are problems with an all electronic, automatic method.

The main problem that has been observed in the currently available automatic document numbering is that even though it does allocate TDoc numbers for meeting documents without the manual work from MCC expert, it cannot allocate a CR numbers that are also required if the TDoc is a CR. This can lead to errors. An automatic mechanism would only be useful if it allocates both TDoc and CR numbers and also allows distribution of the documents for the meeting. Covering just part of the process but leaving a manual step somewhere does not help that much.
A new process needs to be something that can be used during meetings also. If this requires that their are different views of the number allocation (chairman's view, SWG chair's view, delegate view) and the ability to pre-allocate blocks, then this should be built into the tool. Something that is only slightly better than the Automatic Document Numbering system is not useful. 
Conclusion
“We recommend that the MCC performs a study of the suitability of an electronic document handling for all TSG and their working groups using the OMA tool as a basis. Technical problems and methods for overcoming them, such as the loss of internet connectivity, as well as the cost and time for implementation should be considered and reported”

This would be a Category D recommendation - Principle. Detailed solution to be further studied
.3.6 TDoc handling
Problem Statement
Large number of the submitted contributions are not treated within a meeting (e.g., SA2).
Even liaisons are not treated in the meeting, sometimes.

Some WGs limit the number of contributions. (e.g., RAN1)

Some documents left unhandled again and again.
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion
No conclusion.
.3.7 Agenda time allocation
Problem Statement
Time slots allocation for each agenda item does not well match with number of Tdoc contributions and discussion time needed
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion
No conclusion
.3.8 TSG schedule [TSGS]
Problem Statement
Current two-week long TSG meeting schedule forces heavily loaded WGs into a very compressed schedule
Discussion Summary 
No consensus within the TSGs achieved.  A proposal was developed for a one week plenary. (See below) 
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There were extensive objections to the concept of a 1 week plenary and other alternatives were considered:

· 3 plenaries/year

· Plenaries forced to be 12 weeks apart

· 2 week plenaries, but CT moves to week 2

· Keep the status quo

· Subdivide WGs

An indicative poll was taken of these alternatives.  While the one week TSG was slightly preferred to the other alternatives, it was nowhere close to consensus.

Other, more radical options are still being considered including changing the traditional roles of the WGs, TSGs, and MCC in approving CRs and creating new spec versions.  These can address some of the root process problems, but carry a risk of severely disrupting the workflow. 
Conclusion
No consensus obtained so far. This item goes into [Category E]
3.9 Chairmen election [CE]
Problem Statement
Regional balance of Chairmen is not as good as regional balance of Vice Chairmen.

Discussion summary

During the discussion, it is noted that current Working Procedures does include the description on regional balance as follows.

“Chairman and Vice Chairmen should not be from the same region, Organizational Partner, or from the same group of companies, unless no other candidate is available. Successive Chairmen should not be from the same Organizational Partner, the same region or from the same group of companies, unless no other candidate is available. This does not apply to special/regular successive elections.” 

The rules include balance and rotation and the only problem is that when they are going to be violated, the OPs need to educate their members.

Furthermore, some clarifications on the text about Chairmen and Vice Chairmen election are provided by MCC.

It is concluded not to change the Working Procedures except the necessary clarification provided by MCC. It is encouraged that the OPs make efforts to avoid violating the rules in the Working Procedures.
It is a [category A] issue but only the clarification is accepted.
Rapporteur: [category E] ?
3.10 Chairman’s neutrality (merged into 3.9 Chairmen election)
Problem Statement
The Chairman not only presents his/her company contribution during the meeting, but also expresses his/her company’s standpoint, which may cause partial act.
The Chairman often drives a decision favorable for his/her company.
Discussion Summary

   This item was merged into the item of “Chairmen election” (see 3.9)

3.11 Vice chairmens’ role [VCR] [Liu Hong]
Problem Statement
Vice Chairmen’s Role is not clear and depending on the Chairmen.
Discussion Summary

    The proposed solution is as follows.

Define some responsibilities of Vice Chairmen in article 23 of the Working Procedures, e.g.

‘The WG Chairman is responsible for the overall management of the technical work within the WG. The WG Chairman has an overall responsibility to ensure that the activities of the WG follow the Partnership Project Working Procedures. The WG Chairman may nominate officials to assist in the work. The WG Chairman may delegate tasks to the WG Vice Chairmen. The WG Chairman may be assisted by the Support Team. Recognizing the need to balance the requirement of rapid specification development with the limited resources of delegates, the WG Chairman should encourage a minimum number of meetings, especially parallel meetings, and maximize the use of electronic means to advance the work. The WG Vice Chairmen is encouraged to chair the parallel sessions. The WG Vice Chairmen is responsible to chair the email approval, monitoring the LS interaction and checking meeting reports. The WG management team is responsible to preparing agenda, document allocation, voting question preparation, adhoc meeting decision, working agreement announcement, etc.’

It is agreed to define ‘management team’ which include Chairmen and Vice Chairmen and the responsibility for management teams other than Chairmen. Chairman is leading the management team but the contributions from Vice Chairmen shall be respected. Some responsibilities of the management team will be typically taken by the Vice Chairmen, e.g.

- assisting in determining the agenda

- chairing ad-hoc and/or other parallel sessions

- chairing email approval

- document (input /output) management

- LS management

- managing the work plan and identifying potential delay or other issues

- etc.

Conclusion

It is concluded to define ‘management team’ and the responsibility for management teams other than Chairmen in the Working Procedures.
This part is a [category A] issue.
It is concluded to define the responsibilities typically taken by Vice Chairmen somewhere, e.g. the management manual.
This part is a [category B] issue, 3GPP wiki is the best way to document that.
3.12 Voting questions
Problem Statement
Voting questions are currently proposed by the Chairman. Format and sequence of voting questions become critical, and chairmen are criticized because of ‘inappropriate’ voting questions.
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion
No conclusion
3.13 Intra-company coordination
Problem Statement
Intra-company coordination is key method of coordination between TSGs and WGs

That coordination is harder as 3GPP scope expands
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion
No conclusion
3.14 Social event [SE]
Problem Statement
Fewer social events to socialize ideas
· Social events reduced due to cost-cutting LS exchanges take too long
· Need for opportunities for socialization greater due to:

○　More diverse 3GPP interests

○    More parallel sessions mean knowledge gaps
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion
No conclusion
.3.15 PCG/OP meeting schedule
Problem Statement
PCG/OP schedule their meetings independent of the plenary meetings
Not convenient for officials/delegates that want to attend both
Discussion Summary
Not discussed due to time constraints
Conclusion
No conclusion
.4 Conclusions[to be revised after OP adhoc#5]
The conclusion of each matters obtained in the OP improvement Adhoc is summarized in the table below.
	Item
	Abbr.
	Conclusion
	Solution Category

	Release planning
	RELP
	- A release every 12-18 months as a soft guidance, 

- The normative text change in TR 21.900   to set a target date for completion of release N+1 (and also the stage 1 freeze target for release N+1) as the time of release stage 2 freezing.
	[Cat. B]
[Cat. A]

	Project management

	Work overload & WI prioritization
	WOWP
	- Add the text on Work overload and WI prioritization when needed to the working procedure
- How to measure Workload in WG is tasked to TSG for further study
	[Cat. A]
[Cat. C]

	Electronic approval
	ELAP
	Add the text for slectronic support of en-bloc approval at TSG level to the working procedure
	[Cat. A]

	Cross TSG WID approval
	CTWC
	The text change to expand the concept of TSG wide WIDs/SIDs to 3GPP wide WIDs/SIDs to working procedure
	[Cat. A] 

	Work Items

	WI supporting companies
	WISC
	The text change to require supporting companies an actual contribution to the proposed WI is made to the working procedure
	[Cat. A]

	Environmental issues
	ENVIRO
	Reducing travel in 3GPP and minimising environmental impact of products are further study by MCC
	[Cat. D]

	Smart card working process
	SCARD
	Detailed solution to improve relationship between ETSI SCP and 3GPP (tight coupling, better oversight and tracking) is tasked to TSG
	[Cat. C]

	Arrangement of meetings

	Adhoc meeting schedule 

and output
	AMSO
	- The text to require consensus on deciding whether to have an Adhoc meeting and on delegating the decision right to be added to the working procedure
- 6 weeks advance notice for adhoc
	[Cat. A]
[Cat. A/B]

	Deliverables
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	LS correspondence within

3GPP
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	PCG permission to liaise
	PCGPL
	Removal of the requirement in article 14 of the working procedures that TSGs must go to the PCG to request permission the first time they liaise with a new external body.
	[Cat. A]

	Criteria for PCG Liason Review
	CPLR
	Text change for the following contents to the working procedure

· PCG need only review those ITU LS’s which are destined to become part of ITU deliverables.
· Retain the current principle that the TSG chair decides if a LS is “sensitive” enough that the PCG needs to review it.  No explicit criteria required
	[Cat. A]

	Tdoc registration and submission
	DOC REG
	MCC to further study
	[Cat. D]

	Tdoc handling
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	Agenda time allocation
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	TSG schedule
	TSGS
	No consensus obtained
	[Cat. F]

	Chair election (incl. chair’s neutrality)
	CE
	No change. Only clarification by MCC is acceptable
	[Cat. E]

	Vice chair’s role
	VCR
	1) Management team building 
2) Guidance making
	[Cat. A] 
[Cat. B]

	Voting questions
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	Intra-company coordination
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	Social event
	SE
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]

	PCG/OP meeting schedule
	-
	Not discussed due to time constraints
	[Cat. F]


.5 The OP Adhoc Recommendations for Process and Procedure improvements [to be revised after OP adhoc#5]

Based on the study, the OP Adhoc recommends the following for 3GPP process and procedure improvements.
Items of [Category A] Normative provision contained in the Working Procedure
· For release planning, the normative text change in TR 21.900   to set a target date for completion of release N+1 (and also the stage 1 freeze target for release N+1) as the time of release stage 2 freezing.
· For work overload & WI prioritization in project management, the text addition on Work overload and WI prioritization when needed
· For electronic approval in project management, the text addition for electronic support of en-bloc approval at TSG level
· For cross TSG WID approval in project management, the text change to expand the concept of TSG wide WIDs/SIDs to 3GPP wide WIDs/SIDs
· For work item supporting companies in work items, the text change to require supporting companies an actual contribution to the proposed WI
· For adhoc meeting schedule and output, the texts addition to require consensus on deciding whether to have an Adhoc meeting and on delegating the decision right as well as  to to require 6 weeks advance notice 

· For PCG permission to liaise,  text removal of the requirement in article 14 of the working procedures that TSGs must go to the PCG to request permission the first time they liaise with a new external body.
· For Criteria for PCG liaise review, text change for the following contents to the working procedure
· PCG need only review those ITU LS’s which are destined to become part of ITU deliverables.
· Retain the current principle that the TSG chair decides if a LS is “sensitive” enough that the PCG needs to review it.  No explicit criteria required
Items of [Category B] Soft guidance contained in the 3GPP wiki
· For release planning, a release every 12-18 months
· For adhoc meeting schedule and output, 6 weeks advance notice desireable
Items of [Category C] Principle only. Detailed solution tasked to TSG
· For work overload & WI prioritization, how to measure Workload in WG is tasked to TSG for further study
· For smart card working process, eetailed solution to improve relationship between ETSI SCP and 3GPP (tight coupling, better oversight and tracking) is tasked to TSG
Items of [Category D] Principle. Detailed solution to be further studied 
· For environmental issues, reducing travel in 3GPP and minimising environmental impact of products are tasked to MCC for further study
· For Tdoc registration and  submission, possible improvement is tasked for further study 
Items of [Category E] No change

- Chairmen election (only clarification is accepted)
Items of [Category F] Unsolved
· TSG schedule

The followings were not discussed and also classified into this category.
· Deliverables
· LS correspondence within 3GP
· TDoc handling
· Agenda time allocation
· Voting questions
· Intra-company coordination
· Social event
· PCG/OP meeting schedule
Note 1: After "freezing", a Release can have no further additional functions added. However, detailed protocol (stage 3) may not yet be complete.  
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